Introduction
A conditional sentence consists of two parts: a condition and a consequent. The consequent is realized as a matrix clause, and the condition is realized as a subordinate clause (as part of the matrix consequent). In the Nordic languages, the condition may either have the shape of a regular subordinate clause (1a), or it may be verb-initial (1b). (1) In Standard Swedish, verb-initial conditions must be sentence-initial; cf. (2), which is ungrammatical.
However, examples corresponding to (2) occur in Swedish dialects, and in Danish, Faroese, Icelandic and Norwegian (Hulthén 1947 :194, Thráinsson et al. 2004 :323 f., Thráinsson 2005 .
(2) *Jag hade blivit nöjd hade ni kommit i tid.
(Swe.)
I have.PAST become.SUP satisfied have.PAST you come.SUP in time
In both examples in (1) , the condition is a constituent of the matrix clause (see further Bhatt & Pancheva 2006 and references cited there). Due to the V2-requirement, the matrix subject must follow the finite verb whenever the condition is in sentence-initial position (see Bentzen 2014 for a discussion of V2). The proform så 'then' might sometimes intervene between the condition and the finite verb of the consequent, as in (3). This is, however, not specific to conditionals but is also common e.g. after an initial whenclause and even after lighter, non-clausal adverbials (see Østbø 2014) , and it is not semantically restricted like English then (see e.g. Iatridou 1991 and von Fintel 1994 for discussion). The ScanDiaSyn survey included a sentence that tested word order after an initial condition, and a sentence with a verb-initial condition with a reduced or present tense form of HAVE and a (present) counterfactual reading. In addition, the Swedish part of the survey included a counterfactual with a simple preterite or past subjunctive in the condition and skulle 'would' in the consequent, as well as a corresponding sentence with skulle 'would' also in the condition. Results from the Nordic Syntax
Database (Lindstad et al. 2009 ) and the Nordic Dialect Corpus ) are presented below.
Results

Nordic Syntax Database
Subject-verb order after initial condition
The survey included a sentence with an initial condition and subject-verb order in the matrix clause: (6) The reduced/present forms are spread across Norway, and they occur also in Southern Norway where sentence (#992) was rejected. It is perhaps possible that the form of HAVE used in the survey does not correspond to the reduced form in the dialect, and that this accounts for the discrepancy. It should, however, also be noted that the reduced/present forms typically alternate with full (past) forms. What factors determine the alternation between forms has not been investigated (but see below).
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Discussion
Other data sources
It is possible that some of the factual examples in Table 1 are not unambiguous past perfects, whereas all of (or nearly all) of the counterfactuals are. Nordberg (1985) gives the example in (11) as an example of reduction of a preterite form of HAVE. However, since a perfect with a durative adverbial need not have a universal reading (where the participial eventuality holds at the reference time), also a present perfect reading is possible. It is therefore likely that the difference between counterfactuals and other contexts is even somewhat bigger than the data in Table 1 suggests, or at least that many examples that are not counterfactual are ambiguous between a present and a past perfect.
Theoretical issues regarding the shape of HAVE
It is sometimes assumed that preterite morphology expresses distance from the speech situation, either in terms of time or world (see e.g Iatridou 2000 , Julien 2003 . In (12a), the preterite form is interpreted as expressing distance from the world of the speaker, and the sentence therefore has a present tense counterfactual reading. In (12b), the preterite morphology of the auxiliary receives a modal interpretation, As noted, pluperfect morphology can also occur in present tense counterfactuals; cf. (13a) and (13b).
According to Teleman et al. (1999/4:645 Something else must then be said about the reduced forms of HAVE. In Finland, auxiliary HAVE is more generally reduced from standard ha(ve)r or hade to a, which is simply underspecified for tense. The same form is in other words used in both present and past perfects, and in counterfactuals. Possessive HAVE is, on the other hand, generally not reduced. The appearance of forms ha or a for past tense hade is not completely parallel to reduction of sade 'said' to sa or to a more general omission of past tense endings (for certain groups of verbs) which is possible in many varieties of Swedish. Since there is no morphological distinction between present and past perfects in these dialects, we cannot tell whether the participle can contribute counterfactual meaning or not.
In Sweden, reduced forms of HAVE are most common in (and sometimes restricted to) counterfactual contexts, and they occur in both present and past counterfactuals. It is plausible that the difference in frequency also corresponds to a difference in grammaticality at least for some speakers, and
that is also what has been assumed in previous work (see Nordberg 1985) . In this case, certain PresentDay Swedish varieties have a restriction that the preterite-ending -de can only be dropped from auxiliary HAVE when it does not express temporal meaning.
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